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7. Title

Reportirig of Information and Documents Aboul Potential Defects-Retention of Records 49 CFR Part 579

8. Agency form number{s) (if applicable)  None Required

9. Keywords

Impor:s, Motor Vehicle, Safety, Reporting and Recordkeeping Requirements

10. Abstract

Mandzied by 'he TREAD Act, motor vehicle and equipment manufacturers must report information and submit documents
iat r:zy assist NHTSA lo promptly identify defects related to motor vehicle safety.

11. Affectedpublic (##:k primary with "P" and al/l others with “X*)
a Individuais or »- iseholds  d. Farms
b. P Business or otf:x for-profit e.
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Federal Government
State, Local, or Tribal Government
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b. Requiredto obtain or retain benefits
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a. Number of respciidents 23,609
b. Total annual respunses 444
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collected electronically 100 %

¢. Total annual hours requested 240,284
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e. Difference 5,653
f. Explanation of difference

1. Program change
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14. Annual reporting and recordkeepingcost burden (in thousand of dtfiars)

a. Total annualized capital/startup costs $73,134
b. Total annual cost (O&M) 1,945
¢. Total annualized cost requested 75,079
d. Current OME inventory 70,369
e. Difference 4,710
f. Explanationof difference

1. Program change

2. Adjustment 4,710

15. Purpose of information collection (Mark primary with *P" a//others that
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) ¢. [Xl Reporting
b.  Programevaiuation f. Research .
o i 1. [XI On occasion 2 O Weekly 3. O Munthly

C. Generalpurpos statistics g P Regulatory or compliance i

i 4. [XI Quarterly 5. Semi-annually 6. OJ ar nually
d.  Audit o )

7. O Biennially 8. UJ Other (describe)

17. Statistical methods
Does this information collection employ statistical methods?
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18. Agency contact (person who can best answer questions regarding the contenf
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19. Certification for Paperwork Reduction Act Submissions

On behalf of this Federal agency, | certify that the collection of information encompassed by this request complies with
5 CFR 1320.9.

NOTE: The test of 5 CFR 1320.9, and the related provisions of 5 CFR 1320.8(b)(3), appear at the end of the
instructions. The certifications to be made with reference to those regulatoryprovisions as set forth in
the instructions.
The following is a summary of the topics, regarding the proposed collection of information, that the certification covet s:
(a) Itis necessary for the proper performance of agency functions;
(b) Itavoids unnecessary duplication;
(c) It reduces burden on small entities;
(d) It uses plain, coherent, and unambiguous language that is understandableto respondents;
(e) Itsimplementationwill be consistent and compatible with current reporting and recordkeeping practices;
(9 Itindicatesthe retention periods for recordkeeping requirements;
(g) Itinforms respondents of the informationcalled for under 5 CFR 1320.8(b)(3) about::
()Why the information is being collected;
(i) Use of information;
(iii) Burdenestimate;
(iv) Nature of response (Voluntary, required for a benefit,or mandatory);
(v) Nature and extent of confidentiality; and
(vi) Need to display currently valid OMB control number;
{h) Itwas developed by an office that has planned and allocated resources for the efficient and effective maniige-
ment and use of the informationto be collected (see note in item 19 of the instructions);
(i) It uses effective and efficient statistical survey methodology (if applicable); and
(j) It makes appropriate use of the informationtechnology.

If you are unable to certify complience with any of these provisions, identify the iten below and explainthe reason in
item 18 of the Supporting Statement.

Signature of Senior Official or designee Date
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SUPPORTING STATEMENT
FOR 49 CFR Part 579

Reporting of Information and Documents about Potential Defects
Retention of Records That Could Indicate Defects

JUSTLFICATION

Explain the circumstances that make the collection of information necessary.
Identify any legal or administrative requirements that necessitate the collection.
Attach acopy of the appropriate section of each statute and regulation mandating
or authorizing the collection of information

The Transportation Recall Enhancement, Accountability, and Documentation
(TREAD) Act was enacted on November 1,2000, Public Law 106-414. This Act
includes a requirement that the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
(NHTSA) conduct Early Warning Reporting (EWR) rulemaking to require
manufacturers of motor vehicles and motor vehicle equipment to submit
information, periodically or upon NHTSA’s request, that includes claims for
deaths and serious injuries, property damage data, communications to customers
and others, information on incidents resulting in fatalities or serious injuries from
possible defects in vehicles or equipment in the United States or in identical or
substantially similar vehicles or equipment in a foreign country, and other
information that would assist NHTSA in identifying potential safety-related
defects. The intent of this legislation is to provide early warning of such potential
safety-related defects. On January 22, 2001, an Advance Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (ANPRM) issued by NHTSA, was published in the Federal Reqgister;
on December 21,2001, a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM), issued by
NHTSA, was published in the Federal Register; and on July 10,2002 the Final
Rule, issued by NHTSA, was published in the Federal Register.  In addition,
this collection supports the Department of Transportation’s Strategic goal in
safety, by working towards the elimination of transportation related deaths and
injuries.

Indicate how. by whom, and for what purpose the information is to be used.
Except for anew collection, indicate actual use the agency has made of the
information received from the current collection.

The information sought by NHTSA in the Final Rule will be used to promptly
identify potential safety-related defects in motor vehicles and motor vehicle
equipment in the United States. If a trend in incidents arising from a potentially
safety-related defect is discovered, NHTSA will rely on this information in
deciding whether or not to open a formal defect investigation. NHTSA is
authorized to conduct such investigations by Title 49 U.S.C. Chapter 301 — Motor



Vehicle Safety. This collection will not begin until 2003, so there is no current
collection from which information has been received.

Describe whether, and to what extent, the collection of information involves the

use of automated, electronic, mechanical, or other technological collection
techniques or other forms of information technology, e.g.. permitting.electronic
submission of responses, and the basis for the decision for adopting this means of

collection. Also describe anv consideration of using information technology to
reduce burden.

NHTSA anticipates that all of the collection of information will involve the use of
electronic technology. Most of the required data is to be submitted using
electronic filing of standard format spreadsheets; and copies of documents, where
required, will be submitted using standard graphics image transfer in most cases.
NHTSA’s Office of Defects Investigation (ODI) is currently engaged in a project
to develop a new data system for its operations, and a key part of this data system
is the functional capability to receive electronic transfer of EWR data. This will
include an Internet data repository through which the reports can be submitted.

At this time, full details of this system are not finalized; however, it is believed
that most manufacturers will have the capability to utilize electronic submission
of the data. NHTSA plans to closely coordinate the design of the data system to
accommodate manufacturers’ needs. If a manufacturer does not have the
capability to utilize electronic submission, alternatives will be provided, including
electronic forms on NHTSA'’s web site.

Describe efforts to identify duplication. Show specifically why any similar
information alreadv available cannot be used or modified for use for the purposes
described in item 2 above.

As the only government entity responsible for ensuring motor vehicles and
equipment are free of safety-related defects, NHTSA is or will be the only
governmental entity requiring manufacturers to submit this information.
Therefore, there will be no duplication of this data submission and the
information is not already available.

If the collection of information impacts small businesses or other small entities
(Item 5 of OMB Form 83-I). describe any methods used to minimize burden.

The Final Rule provides that manufacturers of fewer than 500, as well as
manufacturers of motor vehicle equipment other than tires and child restraint
systems, will be exempt from most of the reporting requirements, and will be
required to report only claims and notices of deaths caused by possible defects in
their products. Child restraint and tire manufacturers will be required to provide
full reports. Of the nine manufacturers of child restraints currently operating,
three are small businesses. All manufacturers of tires are large businesses.
NHTSA is attempting to minimize the reporting burden for all manufacturers,



regardless of size, by utilizing electronic data transfer technology described in the
response to Question 3 above.

Describe the consequence to Federal program or policy activities if the collection
is not conducted or is conducted less frequently, as well as any technical or legal
obstacles to reducing burden.

The infomiation is essential to the implementation of EWR. Without it, the
objectives of the TREAD Act cannot be achieved. These include reducing the
number of motor vehicle crashes, and the number of associated injuries and
deaths by providing early warning of safety-related defects. While there are no
technical or legal obstacles to reducing the burden, quarterly reporting is required
because the frequency of reporting affects the timeliness of the action that could
be taken to avoid motor vehicle crashes, injuries and fatalities caused by safety-
related defects.

Explain any special circumstances that require the collection to be conducted in a
manner inconsistent with the guidelines in 5 CFR 1320.6.

The procedures specified for these data collections are fully consistent with the
guidelines set forth in 5 CFR 1320.6. The Final Rule specifies that the periodic
reports are to be submitted quarterly. ODI’s current policy on Information
Requests (IR) made during the course of its formal investigations is to require that
information be submitted 30 days or more following receipt of the request, and
ODI’s policy requires the submission of an original and only one copy of the
response. Manufacturers currently are required to retain records, under 49 CFR
Part 576, Record Retention (OMB clearance number 2127-0042), which would be
used to prepare these information submissions, for a period of five years. This
information collection is not in connection with a statistical survey, does not
require the use of any statistical data classification whether or not reviewed or
approved by OMB, does not include any pledge of confidentiality other than that
already established in statute or regulation, and does not require submission of
proprietary trade secrets or other confidential information other than information
for which protection from disclosure is already provided for by statute or
regulation.

Provide a copy of the Federal Reqgister document soliciting comments on the
information collection prior to submission to OMB. Summarize public comments
received in response to that notice and describe actions taken by the agency in
response to these comments. Specifically address comments received on cost and
hour burden. Describe efforts to consult with persons outside the agency to obtain
their views on the availability of data, frequency of collection, the clarity of
instructions and recordkeeping, disclosure, or reporting format, and on the data
elements to be recorded, disclosed, or reported.




A request for comments on the information collection was published in the
Federal Register on June 25,2002, Volume 67 page number 42843 through
42846, and a copy of that notice is included as Attachment 3. A summary of the
comments received in response to that notice follows— complete copies of each of
the comments are found in Attachment 4.

The Truck Trailer Manufacturers Association (TTMA)

TTMA submitted information suggesting that NHTSA’s estimate of the number
of trailer manufacturers that would have greater reporting requirements (NHTSA
estimated eight) should be 30, based on an article published in Trailer/Body
Builders magazine in February 2002. While NHTSA notices that the count of
trailer manufacturers producing greater than 500 units in the year 2000 was
actually 29, NHTSA will revise its estimate to reflect the TTMA
recommendation. In that same submission, TTMA requests that NTHSA revise
its threshold for the greater reporting requirements to 2,500 units annually,
resulting in reducing the number of trailer manufacturers with the greater
reporting requirements to 15. That request will be dealt with during
reconsideration of the rule and if the request is adopted, this information
collection will be revised accordingly.

The National Truck Equipment Association (NTEA)

NTEA commented in a petition for reconsideration of the rule dated August 9,
2002, . ..we have been told by one manufacturer ... they plan on having to hire
one full time employee...” It also disagreed with an earlier statement made by
NHTSA which was not made in the context of the published burden estimate for
this information collection that “small businesses subject to this regulation’s
requirements will currently be capable of preparing and transmitting these reports
to NHTSA without investing in new equipment;” however, NTEA did not provide
an estimate of the cost of that equipment. In a later submission dated August 23,
2002, NTEA estimated that “there may be as many as 250 final stage
manufacturers or alterers producing a total of 500 or more vehicles per year.”
This estimate is substantially higher than NHTSA’s estimate of 87 manufacturers.
NTEA did not provide a basis for its estimate, and NHTSA is reluctant to increase
its estimate by so great an amount without substantiation. Accordingly, NHTSA
will continue to rely on its estimate of the number of vehicle manufacturers with
relatively extensive reporting requirements. The issue in the petition for
reconsideration was NTEA’s request for NHTSA to raise the threshold for the
relatively extensive reporting requirement from 500 or more vehicles per year to
2,500 or more vehicles per year. NTEA estimated that 25 manufacturers would
then be required to submit the more extensive reports. If NHTSA grants that
request following the petition consideration, we will submit a revised information
collection.

The Truck Manufacturers Association (TMA)



TMA commented on the issue of confidentiality of the data contained in the
information collection. Its position is that the TREAD Act provided that none of
the information shall be disclosed unless the Secretary determines that the
disclosure will assist in carrying out NHTSA mandate. NHTSA recognizes
TMA’s concern about public disclosure of the data. That issue is currently under
consideration by NHTSA and will be decided at a later date.

The Rubber Manufacturers Association (RMA)
RMA submitted a petition for reconsideration of the EWR final rule; however, it
contained no comments specifically relative to the information collection. It did

discuss the confidentiality issue raised by TMA.

The Recreation Vehicle Industry Association (RVIA)

RVIA submitted a petition for reconsideration of the EWR final rule, and it stated
that it will respond to NHTSA’s request for public comment on the recordkeeping
and reporting burdens pursuant to the Paperwork Reduction Act. However,
except for a comment that “the expected man-hour and financial costs that will
result.. .could likely be disproportionately burdensome,’” it provided no specific
comments relative to the information collection.

The Juvenile Products Manufacturers Association, Inc. (JPMA)

JPMA submitted a petition for reconsideration of the EWR final rule and a
comment on the proposed information collection. It commented that among its
members, 6 would be required to submit reports, but that not all manufacturers
were among its members. Accordingly, NHTSA will continue to use its estimate
of 10child restraint manufacturers.

The Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers (The Alliance)

The Alliance submitted a document stating that is was to serve both as a petition
for reconsideration of the EWR final rule and as a response to the request for
public comment on the recordkeeping and reporting burdens associated with the
rule. However, it did not contain any specific comments relevant to the
information collection recordkeeping and reporting burdens.

The Center for Regulatory Effectiveness (CRE)

CRE commented that the information collection should require that NHTSA
collect the *“data needed to verify basic information” and that “OMB.. .should
prohibit NHTSA from routinely releasing Early Warning data to the public,
including in response to FOIA requests.” No comments on the burden and cost of
the recordkeeping and reporting were included.



General Motors Corporation (GM)

GM requested reconsideration of the requirement to provide historical field
reports based on the burden of reviewing and recoding these documents and
estimated that it would take “multiple labor years just to compile the historical
report.” It did not provide any more specific estimate of the cost or burden of that
task. Since the NHTSA estimate for the burden of the first year start-up for the
type of vehicles likely to be reported by GM was 765,664 hours or over 382 labor
years, NHTSA believes that its estimate is adequate to include GM’s estimate.

The National Association of Trailer Manufacturers (NATM)

NATM commented that among its member companies, 154 indicated that they
manufacture more than 500 units per year and would therefore be included in the
group with relatively extensive reporting requirements. This is substantially more
than NHTSA’s estimate of 8 large trailer manufacturers. NATM petitioned for
reconsideration requesting that manufacturers of trailers of less than 26,000 Ibs.
gross vehicle weight rating be counted as small manufacturers with the lesser
reporting requirements. On of NATM’s member firms estimated that the start-up
cost would be $202,051.60 and the start-up burden to be 134 hours. Also, the
recurring annual cost was estimated to be $145,430.60 and the recumng annual
burden was estimated to be 1360 hours. If these cost and burden estimates were
assumed to be consistent for each of the 154 respondents, the total start-up cost
and burden would be $31,115,946.40 and 20,636 hours, and the recurring annual
cost and burden would be $22,396,3 12.40and 209,440 hours.

While NHTSA is not able to reconcile these estimates from the information
submitted, it recognizes that this segment of the industry may have been
underrepresented in its estimates of the recordkeeping and reporting burden.
NHTSA will consider the alternatives in the course of evaluating the petition for
reconsideration. In the event that no changes are made to the final rule upon
reconsideration, NHTSA will attempt to validate NATM’s estimates and will
provide an amendment to the information collection as appropriate.

Additionally, meetings discussing aspects of the EWR rule and data submission
were held with representatives of different industry and public groups on March
21,2002, March 26,2002, April 9,2002, and September 24,2002. Copies of
documents memorializing those meetings are found in Attachment 5, except for
the September 24 meeting for which the transcript has not yet been prepared.
Also included in Attachment 5 is a memorandum describing a phone call on
August 16,2002.

Explain any decision to provide any payment or gift to respondents, other than
remuneration of contractors or grantees.




10.

11.

12.

No payment or gift will be given to any respondent.

Describe any assurance of confidentiality provided to respondents and the basis
for the assurance in statute, requlation. or agency policy.

No specific assurance of confidentiality will be provided to respondents by
NHTSA. An existing NHTSA regulation, 49 CFR Part 512, Confidential
Business Information, provides an opportunity for respondents to request
protection of confidential business information. NHTSA is currently in the
process of considering amendments to that regulation. If personal identifiers
should appear in documents submitted, or if manufacturers request confidential
treatment of business information, NHTSA will assure confidentiality as
appropriate.

Provide additional justification for any questions of a sensitive nature, such as
sexual behavior and attitudes, religious beliefs, and other matters that are
commonly considered private.

No questions of a sensitive nature are involved in this information collection.

Provide estimates of the hour burden of the collection of information.

The final rule specifies two groups of manufacturers who must report information
to NHTSA. In the first group the agency estimates that there will be 109
respondents providing infomation to the agency, consisting of 16 light vehicle
manufacturers, 12 medium and heavy vehicle manufacturers, 19 bus
manufacturers, 30 trailer manufacturers, 12 motorcycle manufacturers, 10tire
manufacturers and 10 child restraint manufacturers. Responses from these
manufacturers would be required four times a year (quarterly).

In the second group, there were an estimated 23,500 manufacturers that would
rarely, if ever, report information to the agency. These manufacturers include
manufacturers of motor vehicles that sold fewer than 500 vehicles in the United
States, manufacturers of original motor vehicle equipment, and manufacturers of
replacement motor vehicle equipment other than child restraints or tires. This
second group would be only required to report information in the rare event that
they received a claim or notice about an incident involving a death alleging or
proving that the death was caused by a possible defect in the manufacturer’s
product. We estimated only 8 such incidents would need to be reported per year
from that entire group.

The annual hours of burden of the information collection are estimated to be
680,837 hours in the first year and 20,007 hours in the second and third years.
The average over the first three years would be 240,284 hours of burden.



13.

The hours of burden were estimated based on three primary factors. First,
information was submitted to the docket by the Alliance. This information
included specific burden hour estimates for inputting historical data. These
estimates were extended to other manufacturers. Second, based on the average
number of vehicles involved in recalls from NHTSA data and the Alliance data,
this information was extended to other manufacturers to estimate the number of
documents they would be reporting on each year. Third, the agency estimated the
minutes per document that the manufacturers would spend determining what
category a particular item belonged in and entering that data into their data
systems. The cost associated with burden hours is $8,409,940 ($35 x 240,284).

The following table shows the burden hours by vehicle sector for the final rule.

Information Collection Burden Hours

First Year | Second Third Average for
Year Year the
First 3 Years
Light Vehicles 390,330 10,463 10,463 137,089
Medium/Heavy 129,984 3,270 3,270 45,508
Vehicles/Buses
Trailers 17,775 2,681 2,681 7,712
Motorcycles 36,290 1,261 1,261 12,937
Tires 53,375 1,189 1,189 18,584
Child Restraints 53,051 1,111 1,111 18,424
Equipment 20 20 20 20
Manufacturers
Manufacturers with 12 12 12 12
under 500 vehicle
sales per year
Total 680.837 20,007 20.007 240.284

Provide estimates of the total annual cost to the respondents or recordkeepers

resulting from the collection of information.

The annual costs associated with the information collection are estimated to be
$75,079,344 in the first year and $1,945,026 in the second and third years. The
average cost over the first three years is $26,323,132.

The costs were estimated based on three factors. First, information was supplied
to the docket by the Alliance. This information included specific cost estimates
for the computer start-up stage. These estimates were extended to other
manufacturers based on the Alliance estimates and specific estimates from
manufacturers. Second, based on the average number of vehicles involved in




recalls from NHTSA data and the Alliance data, this information was extended to
other manufacturers to estimate the number of documents that would be reported
on each year. Third, the agency estimated the manufacturers’ cost per document
that the manufacturers would spend.

The following tables show the costs by vehicle sector for the information
collection. Total first year costs can be calculated by adding the start-up costs and
the annual costs.

Inf rmation Collection Costs

First Year First Year | Second Third Year | Average for
Start-up Year the
First 3 Years
Light Vehicles $47,589,345| $885,653 | $885,653| $885,653 $16,748,768
Medium/Heavy 7,923,069 359,508 359,508 359,508 3,000,531
Vehicles/Buses
Trailers 6,117,019 304,294 304,294 304,294 2,343,300
Motorcycles 6,414,524 141,899 141,899 141,899 2,280,074
Tires 2,046,836 127,203 127,203 127,203 809,482
Child Restraints 3,043,216 122,781 122,781 122.781 1.137.186
Equipment 193 2,305 2,305 2,305 2,369
Manufacturers
Manufacturers 116 1,383 1,383 1,383 1,422
with under 500
vehicle sales per
vear
Total $73,134,318 | $1,945,026 | $1,945,026 | $1,945,026 $26,323,132
14, Provide estimates of the annualized costs to the Federal government.

The information will be entered into the data system that is being developed by
OD and subsequently analyzed. NHTSA estimates that the annualized cost of

processing the information will be $550,000 for contract personnel for database
support and $110,000 for PC and network support.

15.

Explain the reasons for any program changes or adjustments reported in ltems 13

or 14 of the OMB Form 83-1.

Comments from TTMA, described in response to Question 8 above, indicated that
the number of trailer manufacturers which would be required to report should be




16.

17.

18.

30 instead of NHTSA’s estimated 8, and NHTSA agreed to accept the comment.
Accordingly, the burden hours and cost increased for the trailer industry segment.

For collections of information whose results are planned to be published for
statistical use, etc.

This collection of information will not have results published. It is anticipated
that some of the submitted data will be made available to the public under the
Freedom of Information Act, through NHTSA’s Technical Information Division
and through NHTSA’s web site.

If seeking approval to not display the expiration date for OMB approval of the
information collection, explain the reasons that display would be inappropriate.

Approval is not sought to not display the expiration date for OMB approval.

Explain each exception to the certification statement identified in Item 19,
“Certification for Paperwork Reduction Act Submissions,” of OMB Form 83-1.

No exceptions to the certification statement are made.
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Description of Relief Sought: On April
23,2002, a summary of this petition was
published in the Federal Register (67
FR 19795)with the incorrect docket
number (FAA-2002-11565)The
exemption, if granted, would permit
Franklin P. Toups to take a single check
ride to obtain his ATP and instrument
rating.

Issued in Washington,DC, on May 20,
2002.

Donald P. Byrne,

[FRDoc. 02-15982 Filed 6-24-02:8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Maritime Administration
[Docket Number: MARAD-2002-12536]

Requested Administrative Waiver of
the Coastwise Trade Laws

AGENCY: Maritime Administration,
Department of Transportation.

ACTION: Invitation for public comments
on arequested administrative waiver of
the Coastwise Trade Laws for the vessel
IN THE MOOD.

SUMMARY: As authorized by Public Law
105383, the Secretary of
Transportation, as represented by the
Maritime Administration (MARAD), is
authorized to grant waivers of the U.S -
build requirement of the coastwise laws
under certain circumstances. A request
for such a waiver has been received by
MARAD. The vessel, and a description
of the proposed service, is listed below.
Interested parties may comment on the
effect this action may have on U.S.
vessel builders or businesses in the U.S.
that use U.S.-flag vessels. f MARAD
determines that in accordance with
Public Law 105-383 and MARAD’s
regulations at 46 CFR part 388 (65 FR
6905; February 11, 2000)that the
issuance of the waiver will have an
unduly adverse effect ona U.S.-vessel
builder or a business that uses U.S.-flag
vessels, a waiver will not be granted.
DATES: Submit comments on or before
July 25, 2002.

ADDRESSES: Comments should refer to
docket number MARAD-2002-12536.
Written comments may be submitted by
hand or by mail to the Docket Clerk,
U.S. DOT Dockets, Room PL—401,
Department of Transportation, 400 7th
St., SW.,Washington, DC 20590-0001.
You may also send comments
electronically via the Internet at http://
dmses.dot.gov/submit/. All comments
will become part of this docket and will
be available for inspection and copying

at the above address between 10 a.m.
and 5 p.m., E.T.,Monday through
Friday, except federal holidays. An
electronic version of this document and
all documents entered into this docket
is available on the World Wide Web at
http://dmsdot.gov.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kathleen Dunn, U.S. Department of
Transportation, Maritime
Administration, MAR-832 Room 7201,
400 Seventh Street, SW., Washington,
DC 20590.Telephone 202-366—2307.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Title V of
Public Law 105-383 provides authority
to the Secretary of Transportation to
administratively waive the U.S.-build
requirements of the Jones Act, and other
statutes, for small commercial passenger
vessels (no more than 12 passengers).
This authority has been delegated to the
Maritime Administration per 49 CFR
1.66, Delegations to the Maritime
Administrator, as amended. By this
notice, MARAD is publishing
information on a vessel for which a
request for a US.-build waiver has been
received, and for which MARAD
requests comments from interested
parties. Comments should refer to the
docket number of this notice and the
vessel name in order for MARAD to
properly consider the comments.
Comments should also state the
commenter’s interest in the waiver
application, and address the waiver
criteria given in § 388.4 of MARAD's
regulations at 46 CFR Part 388.

Vessel Proposed for Waiver of the U.S.-
Build Requirement

(1)Name of vessel and owner for
which waiver is requested. Name of
vessel: IN THE MOOD. Owner:Don and
Judith Anm Durant.

(2) Size, capacity and tonnage of
vessel. According to the Certificate of
Documentation: Gross tonnage: 36; Net
tons: 28;Length: 42.3; Breadth: 15;
Depth: 8.5.

(3) Intended use for vessel, including
geographic region of intended operation
and trade. According to the applicant:
“The intended use is to offer training in
the operation of single engine trawler
yachts and crewed charters for six
passengers or less. The proposed area of
navigation is United States Pacific
coastal and inland waters from the
Mexican border to and including
Alaska, no more than 200 miles
offshore.”

(4) Date and Place of construction and
(if applicable) rebuilding. Date of
construction: 1985. Place of
construction: Taiwan, ROC.

(5)A statement on the impact this
waiver will have on other commercial

passenger vessel operators. Accorc'ing to
the applicant: “The vessel owners own
and operate Club Nautique, a California
corporation engaged in offering operator
training, bareboat and crewed chas ters,
and other yacht services. Club Nau tique
currently offers operator training and
charters in semi-displacement trawler
yachts. The company would like to offer
training and charters in full
displacement trawlers, but knows of
none suitable for the purP_ose buili by
U.S. boat yards. The applicant * * *
believes the granting of a waiver w ill
have little or no impact on other
commercial passenger vessel operiitors.”

(6) A statement on the impact th is
waiver will have on U.S. shipyard.;.
According to the applicant: “The
applicant believes the granting of i
waiver will have little or no impact on
U.S. shipyards, as no domestic yacht
builders are currently offering a ve ssel
of this type.”

Dated June 19, 2002.

By Order of the Maritime Administr itor.
Joel C. Richard,
Secretary, Maritime Administration.
[FRDoc. 02-15996 Filed 6-24-02;8:4t am]
BILLING CODE 4910-81-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTPTION

National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

[Docket No. NHTSA 2001-8677; Notic=z 2]

Reports, Forms, and Recordkeeping
Requirements

AGENcY: National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA),1)OT.
ACTION: Request for public comment on
proposed collection of information.

SUMMARY: Before a Federal agency can
collect certain information from the
public, it must receive approval from
the Office of Management and Buclget
(OMB). Under procedures established
by the Paperwork Reduction Act ¢ f
1995, before seeking OMB approv il,
Federal agencies must solicit public
comment on the proposed collection of
information.

This document describes a prog osed
collection of informationunder the
“early warning reporting” provisi s of
the Transportation Recall Enhanci ment,
Accountability, and Documentaticin
(TREAD)ct and related recordke eping
provisions, for which NHTSA intends to
seek OMB approval.

DATES: Comments must be received on
or before August 26, 2002.

ADDRESSES: Comments must refer to the
docket and notice numbers cited «t the
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beginning of this notice and be
submitted to Docket Management, Room
PL—401, 400 Seventh Street SW.,
Washington, DC 20590. The Docket is
open on weekdays from 9:30 a.m.to 5
p.m.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: M.
George Person, Office of Defects
Investigation, NHTSA, 400 Seventh
Street, SW., Room 5326, Washington,
DC 20590. Mr. Person’stelephone
number is (202) 366—-5210.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Under the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995
(PRA), before an agency submits a
proposed collection of information to
OMB for approval, it must publish a
document in the Federal Register
providing a 60-day comment period and
otherwise consult with members of the
public and affected agencies concerning

each proposed collection of information.

The OMB has promulgated regulations
describing what must be included in
such a document. Under OMB's
regulations (at 5 CFR 1320.8(d}}, an
agency must ask for public comment on
the following:

(i) Whether the proposed collection of
information is necessary for the proper
performance of the functions of the
agency, including whether the
information will have practical utility;

(if) The accuracy of the agency‘s
estimate of the burden of the proposed
collection of information, including the
validity of the methodology and
assumptions;

(iii) How to enhance the quality,
utility, and clarity of the information to
be collected; and

(iv) How to minimize the burden of
the collection of information on those
who are to respond, including the use
of appropriate automated, electronic,
mechanical, or other technological
collection techniques or other forms of
information technology, e.g., permitting
electronic submission of responses.

On December 21,2001, NHTSA
published a Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (NPRM) (66 FR 66190) in
which it proposed to implement section
3(b) of the TREAD Act by requiring
manufacturers of motor vehicles and
motor vehicle equipment to submit
certain information to aid NHTSA in
promptly identifying possible safety-
related defects. NHTSA is currently
reviewing and analyzing the comments
submitted in response to the NPRM and
is developing its final rule, which may
include revised requirements.

In compliance with PRA
requirements, NHTSA is asking for
public comment on the collections of
information proposed in the NPRM,
including proposed recordkeeping

provisions. If the final rule is issued
before the end of the 60-day comment
period for this notice, it would be
helpful if the comments in response to
this notice addressed the requirements
adopted in the final rule.

Reporting of Infoermation and
Documents About Potential Defects;
Retention of Records That Could
Indicate Defects

Type of Request—New Collection.

OMB Clearance Number — None.

Requested Expiration Date of
Approval — Threeyears from effective
date of final rule.

Summary of Collection of
Information — Section 3(b) of the TREAD
Act, codified at 48 U.S.C. 30166(m),
provides for NHTSA to adopt rules that
will require manufacturers of motor
vehicles and motor vehicle equipment
to submit certain information to
NHTSA, including information about
claims and notices about deaths and
serious injuries, property damage data,
communicationsto customers and
others, and information on incidents
resulting in fatalities or serious injuries
from possible defects in vehicles or
equipment in the United Statesor in
identical or substantially similar
vehicles or equipment in foreign
countries. The statute also authorizes
NHTSA to require the submission of
other data that may assist in the
identification of safety-related defects in
vehicles and equipment. The agency
issued an NPRM on December 21, 2001
(66 FR 66190) in which it proposed
reporting and recordkeepirig
requirements to implement this section
of the statute.

Description of the Need for the
Information and Proposed Use of the
Information — The intent of the
legislation is to provide NHTSA with
“early warning” of potential safety-
related defects in motor vehicles and
motor vehicle equipment. NHTSA will
rely on the information provided under
this rule (aswell as other relevant
information) in deciding whether to
open defect investigations.

Description of the Likely Respondents
(Including Estimated Number and
Proposed Frequency of Responses to the
Collection of Informationj—All
manufacturers of motor vehicles and
motor vehicle equipment would be
required to comply with quarterly
reporting requirements. As discussed in
detail in the NPRM, larger
manufacturers of vehicles (thosethat
produce, import, or sell 500 or more
units annually in the United States),and
all manufacturers of child restraint
systems and tires, would be required to
provide information about incidents

identified in claims and notices
involving deaths (and injuries in the
United States). They would also have to
report the number of property daniage
claims, consumer complaints, wai ranty
claims, and field reports that address
certain specified systems and
components of their products. We
estimate that 87 manufacturers fall.
within this group of relatively large
manufacturers.

All other motor vehicle and mo or
vehicle equipment manufacturers would
only have to report information at out
incidents identified in claims and
notices involving deaths. We estir iate
that 23,500 manufacturers would all
within this group of smaller vehicle
manufacturers and equipment
manufacturers (otherthan tire or child
restraint manufacturers).

All manufacturers (inboth categories)
would be required to submit copies of
all documents sent or made available to
more than one dealer, distributor, or
owner in the United States with re spect
to consumer advisories, recalls, or
activities involving the repair or
replacement of vehicles or equipn.ent.
However, almost all of these docu nents
must already be submitted to NHTSA
under an existing regulation. See«ig
CFR 573.8,which implements 49 J.S.C.
30166(f).

Estimate of the Total Annual Reporting
and Recordkeeping Burden of the
Collection of Information in the NPRM

The firstgroup of approximately 87
manufacturers with relatively exte nsive
quarterly reporting requirements would
consist of 16 light vehicle
manufacturers, 12 medium and heavy
vehicle manufacturers, 19 bus
manufacturers, 8 trailer manufacturers,
12 motorcycle manufacturers, 10 tire
manufacturers, and 10 child restrs int
system manufacturers.

The second group of approxima:ely
23,500 manufacturers would rarel ¢, If
ever, have to report information tc the
agency. This group includes
manufacturers of motor vehicles that
sold fewer than 500 vehicles in th :
United States, manufacturers of original
motor vehicle equipment, and
manufacturers of replacement mot or
vehicle equipment other than child
restraint systems or tires. This sec ind
group would be only required to r:port
information in the rare event that hey
received a claim or notice about a:
incident involving a death allegin': or
proving that the death was caused by a
possible defect in the manufacturer's
product. We estimated only 8 sucl.
incidents would need to be report :d per
year from that entire group.
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NHTSA estimated the annual hours of
burden under the NPRM proposals to be
957,004 hours in the first year and
18,041 hours in the second and third
years. The first-year total consists of
938,963 first year start-up hours plus
18,041 first year reporting hours. Of the
938,963 hours, 596,760 hours are
associated with computer start-up
activities and 342,203 hours are to
provide the historical data. The average
burden over the first three years would
be 331,030 hours.

In late 2001, NHTSA made some
preliminary estimates of the burdens
associated with the NPRM proposals.
These were discussed in the preamble to
the NPRM and in a Preliminary
Regulatory Evaluation (PRE),which was
issued at the same time and was
available to the public. Several
interested persons commented on those
estimates in their comments on the
NPRM. In addition, the Alliance of
Automobile Manufacturers (Alliance),
which represents most of the large light
vehicle manufacturers, submitted
supplemental estimates of the costs and
burden hours associated with the NPRM
requirements. The estimates in this
notice have taken these comments into
account.

The hours of burden were estimated
based on three primary factors. First,
NHTSA considered the specific burden
hour estimates associated with the
various NPRM requirements that were
provided by the Alliance and modified
them where appropriate. Second, based
on the average number of vehicles
involved in recalls in 1996-2001, and a

comparison of the number of recalled
vehicles by the Alliance members with
non-Alliance manufacturers, we
extrapolated the Alliance-based
numbers to estimate the number of
documents that the non-Alliance
manufacturers would have to report on
each year. Third, the agency estimated
the number of minutes per document
that the manufacturers would spend
determining what category a particular
item belonged in and entering that data
into their data systems. The agency
assumed 5 minutes per document,
except for foreign reports on deaths,
which were assumed to take 15 minutes
per document. Burden hours were
determined by multiplying the minutes
per document times the number of
documents.

The total burden varied by
manufacturer depending upon the
number of documents that would have
to be reviewed. Because the second
group of manufacturers would be
reporting so infrequently, we assumed
that the report of each incident would
be prepared manually, and that it would
take four hours to determine what was
required and to prepare the report.
Thus, we estimated that the second
group of manufacturers would spend 32
burden hours per year to report
information on 8 incidents per year.

Estimate of the Total Annual Costs of
the Collection of Information in the
NPRM

The annual costs associated with the
NPRM are estimated to be $88,580,141
in the first year and $1,721,877 in the

second and third years. The avera e cost
over the first three years would be
$30,674,631. In the first year, start-up
costs (including reprogramming
computers) are estimated to be
$65,300,000, the costs to report on
historical information are estimate d to
be $21,558,264. and the costs to re port
on information for the first year ars
estimated to be $1,721,877.

The costs were estimated based on the
factors discussed in the prior section,
using estimates for the wage rates per
hour for the skill levels for each type of
activity that would be required. W age
rates, including overhead, were
provided by the Alliance in a docl et
submission.

The total cost varied by manufa: turer
depending upon the number of
documents that must be reviewed.
Based on the assumptions describ::d
above, we estimated that the secor d
group of manufacturers would spe nd
$3,642 per year to report informatj on on
8 incidents per year.

Summary Tables for Burdens and Costs
Under the Requirements Proposecdi in
the NPRM

The following tables show the b irden
hours and costs under the NPRM
proposals by type of manufacturer First
year start-up burdenlcosts include
computer start-up costs as well as the
costs of gathering and reporting
historical information. Total first y ear
burdenlcosts can be calculated by
adding the start-up burdenicosts aid the
annual burdenicosts.

ESTIMATED BURDEN HOURS UNDER THE NPRM

N Avelage
First year Firstyear ~ Second year  Third year Cfor he
p first 3 'years
Light Vehicles ............... 441,251 10,463 10,463 10,463 “57,547
MediUM/HEAVY VENICIES ..veurceereesereessseeeessssssessssssassesenss 254,432 1,440 | = 1,440 1,440 86,251
Buses ... 69,981 1,830 1,830 1.830 25.157
Trailers ....oooocoveeennnee 7,520 715 715 715 3,222
MOOICYCIES ..vvvvveeesirssrssseessssssssseessssssssnes 59,153 1,261 1,261 1,261 20,979
RLCSp—— creseneeetets st st e 52,186 1.189 1.189 1,189 18.584
Child Restraints ................ 54,440 1,111 1,111 1,111 19,258
Equipment ManUFaCIUFErS ............... ceeeeerereemesssssssssssssenens 0 20 20 20 20
Manufacturers with under 500 vehicle sales per year ........ 0 12 12 12 12
TOMl ooveeeeeeeeneeeeseesssssssssnenies eoceaesecisensses e eeencneens 938,963 18.041 18,041 18.041 231,030
ESTIMATED COSTS UNDER THE NPRM
- ; Average
Fs'{gt,,_ygaf First year Second year |  Third year for
p first 3 vears

Light VENICIES ..............cooioecicc srreesssneeessssere s $53,558.321 $885,653 $885.653 $885,653 |  $18.7 38,760
Medium/Heavy Vehicles 12,744,973 153,203 153,203 153,203 4,401,527
BUSES .vvvverrmcenreerenennes 5,799,669 206,305 206,305 206,305 213,528
Trailers ... 1,819,016 81.145 81,145 81,145 E37.484
MOLOICYCIES .eooeoeeeeeveeveeimemmmmmmmmmnnnines evereienniee e eeeerasce e 7,710,608 141,899 141.899 141,899 2,112,102
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ESTIMATED COSTS UNDER THE NPRM—Continued

F;f[;tn!ﬁ;' First year Second year Third year A%’? .%gee
first3 years
Tires ... et s R b 2,046,836 127,203 127,203 127,203 1100482
Child RESIIAINES ...ttt et 3,177,531 122.781 122.781 122.781 1, 81,958
Equipment Manufacturers ..... O R 193 2,305 2,305 2,305 2,369
Manufacturerswith under 500 vehicle sales per year ........ 116 1.383 1,383 1,383 1,422
Lo v 86,858,263 1,721.877 1,721,877 1,721,877  30,i74,631

As stated above, the final rule
implementing the early warning
reporting requirements may be issued
before the end of the 60-day comment
period for this collection of information.
If this should occur, it would be helpful
if the public comments in response to
this notice reflect the requirements
adopted in the final rule. All comments
will be taken into account in NHTSA’s
Supporting Statement to OMB (that
accompanies OMB Form 83-I) to
request clearance for this collection of
information.

Authority: 44 U.S.C. 3506(c); delegations of
authority at 49 CFR 1.50 and 501.3(c).

Issued on:June19, 2002.
Kenneth N. Weinstein.

Associate Administratorfor Safety
Assurance.

[FR Doc.02-15904 Filed 6—24-02; 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 4910-53-P

DEPARTMENTOF TRANSPORTATION

National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

[Docket No. NHTSA 2002-12528; Notice 1]

Uniroyal Goodrich Tire Manufacturing,
Receipt of Application for Decision of
Inconsequential Noncompliance

Uniroyal Goodrich Tire
Manufacturing (Uniroyal) has
determined that approximately 3,023
P235/70R16 BFGoodrich Radial Long
Trail do not meet the labeling
requirements mandated by Federal
Motor Vehicle Safety Standard (FMVSS)
No. 109, “New Pneumatic Tires.”

Pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 30118(d) and
30120(h), Uniroyal has petitioned for a
determination that this noncompliance
is inconsequential to motor vehicle
safety and has filed an appropriate
report pursuant to 49 CFR part 573,
“Defectand Noncompliance Reports.”

This notice of receipt of an
application is published under 49
U.S.C. 30118 and 30120 and does not
represent any agency decision or other
exercise of judgment concerning the
merits of the application.

During the period of the 8th through
the 10th and the 12th through the 14th
weeks of 2002, the Ardmore, Oklahoma
plant of Uniroyal GoodrichTire
Manufacturing produced and cured a
number of tires with erroneous marking.

FMVSS No. 109 (S4.3(d)) requires that
each tire shall have permanently
molded the generic name of each cord
material used in the plies (both sidewall
and tread area) of the tire. (S4.3(e))
requires that each tire shall have
permanently molded into or onto both
sidewalls the actual number of plies in
the sidewall, and the actual number of
plies in the tread area if different.

The noncompliance with S4.3(d) and
(e)relates to the mold number. The tires
were marked: Tread Plies: 2 Polyester +
2 Steel +1 Nylon, instead of the
required marking of Tread Plies: 2
Polyester +2 Steel.

Uniroyal states that of the total (3,023)
tires produced, 1,460have been isolated
and will be brought into compliance or
scrapped. Uniroyal does not believe that
this marking error will impact motor
vehicle safety because the tires meet all
applicable Federal Motor Vehicle Safety
performance standards, conform to the
original specifications, and the
noncompliance is one solely of labeling.

Interested persons are invited to
submit written data, views, and
arguments on the application described
above. Comments should refer to the
docket number and be submitted to:
U.S. Department of Transportation,
Docket Management, Room PL—401, 400
Seventh Street, SW., Washington, DC
20590. It is requested that two copies be
submitted.

All comments received before the
close of business on the closing date
indicated below will be considered. The
application and supporting materials,
and all comments received after the
closing date, will also be filed and will
be considered to the extent possible.
When the application is granted or
denied, the notice will be published in
the Federal Register pursuant to the
authority indicated below. Comment
closing date: (30 days after Publication
Date).

(49 U.S.C301118, 301120; delegation: of
authority at 49 CFR 1.50 and 501.8)
Issued on:June 20,2002.

Stephen R. Kratzke,

Associate Administratorfor Safety
Performance Standards.

[FR Doc.02-15998 Filed 6~24-02; 8:4! am]
BILLING CODE 4910-59-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTPTION

Research and Special Programs
Administration

Office of Hazardous Materials Sa‘ety;
Notice of Applications for Exemptions

AGENCY: Research and Special Pro jrams
Administration, DOT.

ACTION: List of applicants for
exemptions.

SUMMARY: In accordance with the
procedures governing the application
for,and the processing of, exempt ons
from the Department of Transport;ition’s
Hazardous Materials Regulations (19
CFR part 107, subpart B), notice is
hereby given that the Office of
Hazardous Materials Safety has re :eived
the applications described herein. Each
mode of transportation for which
particular exemption is requested :s
indicated by a number in the “Nature of
Application” portion of the table tielow
as follows: 1—Motor Vehicle, 2—J:ail
freight, 3—Cargo vessel, 4+—Cargo
aircraft only, 5—Passenger-carryir g
aircraft.

DATES: Comments must be received on
or before July 25, 2002.
ADDRESS COMMENTS TO: Records Center,
Research, and Special Programs,
Administration, U.S. Department of
Transportation, Washington, DC 20590.
Comments should refer to the
application number and be submi ted in
triplicate. If confirmation of recsipit of
comments is desired, include a se f-
addressed stamped postcard showing
the exemption application numbe .,
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION: Copies of the
applications [See Docket Number] are
available for inspection at the Nev:
Docket Management Facility, PL~101, at



